U.S. Pat. App. No. 09/490,553 

REMARKS 

I. Telephone Interview with the Examiner on September 23, 2005 

In the telephone interview with the Examiner on September 23, 2005, the 
Examiner requested the undersigned attorney to resubmit the claim amendments 
previously submitted in the response filed on February 14, 2005 because the 
previously submitted claim amendments were not properly entered at the Patent 
Office. 

II. The Finality of the Present Office Action 

Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner to withdraw the finality of the 
present office action. On page 16 of the Office Action, the Examiner mistakenly 
stated that "the features upon which the applicant relies (i.e., directly send a selected 
stored URL) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). As a result, the Examiner failed 
to consider the arguments presented in Section I.A.4 of the response filed on June 9, 
2005. These arguments are presented again below as requested by the Examiner in 
the above-referenced telephone interview. 

III. The 35 U.S.C. §103 Rejections 

Claims 1-4, 10-11, 13, 15-16, 19-20, 23, 26, 29 and 30-33 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over King et al., U.S. Patent No. 
5,895,471 (" KING ") in view of Lagarde et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,721,908 
("LAGARDE"). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections. 

A. The Combination of KING and LAGARDE Does Not Disclose or 
Suggest All the Elements Recited in Claim 1 

Even if the Examiner's suggested combination is proper, the combination fails 
to disclose or suggest at least one element in Claim 1 . The Examiner relied on KING 
for allegedly disclosing all elements of claim 1 except for the render system. 
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However, KING fails to disclose or suggest at least the client module as 
recited in claim 1 . 

In claim 1 , the client module embedded in the handheld device enables the 
handheld device to directly send a selected stored Universal Resource Locator (URL) 
via a local communication link, wherein the URL indicates a desired Internet web 
page. 

In KING, the remote device builds a HDTP "Service Request" which includes 
a URL of a requested "deck" and sends the message to the computer. KING, col. 7, 
lines 26-29. The "deck" is a HDTP specific formatted unit of information which can 
be uniquely identified by a URL. KING, col. 5, lines 25-27. The URL of the deck 
does not indicate a desired Internet web page . Instead, the computer receiving the 
HDTP Service Request translates the Request into the URL of the desired web page to 
conform with HTTP requirements for fetching the desired web page. KING, col. 7, 
lines 38-40. 

In contrast, in claim 1 , the client module directly sends a selected stored URL 
indicating a desired Internet web page without, for example, encrypting the URL. 

Therefore, the remote device disclosed in KING does not directly send a 
selected stored URL wherein the URL indicates a desired Internet web page as recited 
in claim 1 . 

Based on the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 is not 
unpatentable over these references and should be in condition for allowance. In 
addition, based on arguments presented herein and in the response filed on June 9, 
2005, all pending claims should now be in condition for allowance. 
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IV. Conclusion 



Should the Examiner believe that a telephone interview would help advance 
the prosecution of this case, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned 
attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Registration No. 46,788 

PatentEsque Law Group, llp 

P.O. Box 400 

Los Altos, CA 94023 

(650) 948-0822 
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